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specifying the terms and conditions under which it is providing access and
interconnection. Staff further stresses that Congress provided in Section 271(c)(2)(A) that
the checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B) must be met by the access and
interconnection which the BOC is providing pursuant to its agreements with facilities-
based carriers serving business and residential carriers as required under Section

- 271(c)(1)(A). Staff states that if Congress had intended to allow BOCs to rely on the

terms and conditions of other agreements, it would have specified otherwise.

Commission Conclusion

There is simply nothing wrong with the incorporation by reference of items from

- other contracts. This is what the MFN clause accomplishes. Incorporation by reference

is sufficient from a contract law standpoint and, therefore, it is sufficient for the
Commission. Pursuant to those MFN clauses, CCT, MFS and TCG may order individual
network elements or checklist items out of Ameritech's approved interconnection
agreement with AT&T or any other approved agreement. The AT&T Agreement includes
all of the checklist items. In addition, this Commission has expressly found that all of the
rates, terms and conditions contained in the AT&T Agreement fully comply with Sections

| 251 and 252(d), and with the FCC's Regulations.

G. RELIANCE ON SGAT

Staff argues that the Company SGAT is not part of the record evidence and should

not be relied on for purposes of determining Ameritech's compliance with the checklist
- items. Furthermore, Staff takes the position that subparagraphs (A) and (B) of Section
©271(c)(1) represent separate and distinct alternatives which it argues cannot be
* combined. It cites Paragraph 1 of Section 271(c) which specifies that a BOC must "meet

the requirements of subparagraph (A) or subparagraph (B) of this paragraph for each
State for which the authorization is sought." 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(1) (emphasis added).
Staff argues that in construing a statute, courts generally construe statutory requirements

written in the disjunctive as setting out separate and distinct alternatives. Citing U.S. v.
Behnezhad, 907 F.2d 896 (9th Cir. 1990).

Staff contends that the language of Section 271(c)(1) — including subparagraphs

* (A) and (B) - clearly establishes that the requirements in subparagraphs (A) and (B) were

intended to be, and in fact do represent, separate and distinct alternatives. Staff states
that in addition to the "or" in Section 271(c)(1), the language in subparagraph (B) clearly
indicates that the requirements of subparagraph (B) come into play only "if . . . no such
provider [described in subparagraph (A)] has requested the access and interconnection
described in subparagraph (A) . .. ." 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(1)(B).

Ameritech maintains that if the Commission were to assume that "provide” means
"actually furnish” and not "make available,” there must be some Track B outlet for it in the
event that competing carriers do not order certain checklist items. However, Ameritech
contends that Staff's legal theory does not accomplish that result. Among other things, it
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notes that Staffs theory rests upon a crucial, but false premise: that Ameritech's
interconnection agreements have implementation schedules requiring competing carriers
actually to order all of the checklistitems made available in the agreements.

In fact, Ameritech states that its interconnection agreements with CCT, MFS, TCG
and AT&T contain implementation schedules only for interconnection, and not for any of
the other 13 checklist items. See CCT Agreement, Sched. 3.0; MFS Agreement, Sched.
3.0, TCG Agreement, Sched. 3.0; AT&T Agreement, Sched. 2.1. Moreover, these
competing carriers are not, in fact, actually required to interconnect with Ameritech by the

~date set forth in their implementation schedules. Thus, according to Ameritech, no

competing carrier has committed to purchase checklist items; the interconnection
agreements only require Ameritech to furnish products, services and network elements
when and if the competing carriers ask to purchase them. It follows, then, that the "Track
B outlet” theory articulated by Staff, does not relieve the quandary caused by Staff's
stringent interpretation of the term "provide." For example, Staffs theory would not
succeed in creating a Track B option for Ameritech in the event that no carrier chooses to
take ULS, because the relevant implementation schedules do not commit competing
carriers to purchase that checklist item.

Ameritech puts forth an alternative analysis of Section 271(¢)(1)(B). It maintains
that if Section 271(c)(1)(B) entitles a BOC to Track B relief under circumstances where
Section 271(c)(1)(A) carriers do not order checklist items they have committed to
purchase in their implementation schedules, then, a_fortiori, the same should be true
where competing carriers do not commit at all to purchase certain checklist items. More
specifically, to the extent that Ameritech's Section 271(c)(1){(A) competitors do not order
certain checklist items and are not required to do so by their implementation schedules,

, Ameritech may satisfy those checklistitems through its SGAT.

ot

Accordingly, Ameritech concludes that if the Commission accepts Staff's view that
"provide" means only "actually furnish," It would be entitled to pursue interLATA relief via
the foregoing exception in Section 271(c)(1)(B). First, Ameritech contends that it actually
furnishes several checklist items to its Section 271(c)(1)(A) competitive carriers in
compliance with the competitive checklist. Second, it states that its SGAT generally
offers the checklist items that no Section 271(c)(1)(A) competitor has ordered or

2> committed to order. Accordingly, Ameritech argues that pursuant to the exception set
- forth in Section 271(c)(1 }(B), it qualifies for interLATA relief.

Sprint and MCI agree with Staff that Ameritech cannot use an SGAT intended for
Track B entrance to meet the requirements of the competitive checklist.

Commission Conclusion

Tracks A and B are two separate and distinct alternatives which cannot be
combined. Ameritech fails to cite any legal authority for the proposition that they can be
combined. The language of Section 271 is clear that no such option is provided.
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Accordingly, Ameritech’s arguments to this effect which do not include any legal authority
are rejected.

.  AMERITECH ILLINOIS' COMPLIANCE WITH THE "COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST
A. INTRODUCTION

As previously stated in this Order, Section 271(d)(2)(B) directs the FCC, before
making a final determination on a BOC's Section 271 application, to “consult” with the
relevant state Commission “in order to verify the compliance of the [BOC] with the

_requirements of subsection (c).” The standards applicable to whether a particular
" checklistitem is being provided are set forth in Section Il. C. of this Order.

B. PROVISION OF INDIVIDUAL CHECKLIST ITEMS

1. Interconnection

Checklist item (i) requires Ameritech to provide interconnection in accordance with
the requirements of Sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1). 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(2)B)(i).
Pursuant to Section 251(d)(1), the FCC entered its Interconnection Order on August 8,
1996 setting forth the rules and regulations implementing Section 251(c). State
commissions are charged with the duty to implement Section 251(c), Section 252(d), and
the FCC Interconnection Order under Sections 252(b)(4)(C), 252(c), 252(d) and 252(e).
The Commission agrees with Staff that in order to determine whether Ameritech has met
the interconnection component of the Checklist, Staff recommends that the Commission
consider the requirements of Sections 251(c) and 252(d), the FCC Interconnection Order

and the Commission’s own prior Orders implementing these provisions. Staff Ex. 4.01, at
3.

The FCC Order requires that incumbent LECs offer the following methods of
interconnection: 1) physical collocation or virtual collocation; 2) meet point interconnection

arrangements; and 3) any other technically feasible methods. Section 5§1.321(b) of the
Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR").

in addition, the FCC requires that incumbent LECs provide interconnection to
requesting carriers:

(i) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange traffic,
exchange access traffic, or both;

(i) at any technically feasible point including, at a minimum: a) the line-
side of a local switch; b) the trunk-side of a local switch; c) the trunk
interconnection points for a tandem switch; d) out-of-band signaling
transfer points necessary to exchange traffic at these points and
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access call-related databases; and e) access to unbundied network
elements listed in Section 51.319 of the CFR.

(i)  equalin quality as provided to itself;

(v) on terms and conditons that are just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory; and

(v)  two-way trunking upon request if technically feasible.

47 CFR Section 51.305.

Since the interconnection checklist item must be consistent with Sections 251(c)
and 252(d), the FCC Interconnection Order, and the Commission's Orders implementing
these provisions, Staff recommended that Ameritech be required to provide evidence that
each provision actually is being met. Staff Ex. 4.01, at. 3.

With respect to pricing, a single pricing standard for interconnection and network
elements is set forth in Section 252(d)(1), which provides as follows:

(d) Pricing Standards.

(1) Interconnection and Network Element Charges. Determinations
by a State commission of the just and reasonabie rate for the
interconnection of facilities and equipment for purposes of subsection (c)(2)
of section 251, and the just and reasonable rate for network elements for
purposes of subsection (c)(3) of such section

(A) shall be

(i) based on the cost (determined without reference to a
rate-of-return or other rate-based proceeding) of providing
the interconnection or network element (whichever is
applicable), and

(i) nondiscriminatory, and
(B) may include a reasonable profit.
47 U.S.C. §252(d).
Staff

Staff states that CCT, MFS, and TCG all have access to the three types of
interconnection (physical, virtual, and meet point). Staff Ex. 1.02 at 20. According to
Staff, Ameritech is providing virtual collocation to all three carriers and meet point
arrangements to MFS and TCG. However, Staff states that Ameritech is not providing
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physical collocation to any of the carriers, nor meet point arrangements to CCT. It notes
that the CCT and TCG arrangements explicitly prohibit the collocation of hubbing
equipment. However, the record evidence reflects the fact that hubbing and a variety of
other interconnection terms and conditions may be available to these carriers only
through their MFN clauses. According to Staff, CCT has not indicated that it wants
additional types of interconnection. Tr. 884. Therefore, consistent with Ms. TerKeurst's
testimony, it is Staff's position that Ameritech does not have to provide physical

collocation or meet point interconnection to CCT in order to comply with the
interconnection checklist requirements.

In the arbitration proceedings, Staff recommended using the Commission's Cost of
Service Rule, 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 791, to calculate a Long Run Service Incremental
Cost ("LRSIC") for interconnection and network elements plus a markup to reflect a
reasonable share of shared and common costs, excluding retailing costs. Staff Ex. 4.0 at
10. Staff states that its recommendations have been adopted by the Commission, and

Staff believes the same methodologies should be utilized in evaluating Ameritech's
pricing of interconnection.

In his rebuttal testimony, Staff witness Jennings explained that he reviewed the
interconnection provisions of the TCG, MFS, and CCT contracts for compliance with the
pricing standards of Section 252(d). He concluded that the prices contained in the TCG
contract are the same as those adopted by the Commission in Dockets. 96 AB-003/4 and
86 AB-006. However, he also found that the interconnection prices in the MFS and CCT

- agreements are significantly higher than those adopted in the above dockets, and that the

listed crossconnect rates for collocation did not comply with Section 252(d) because they
were not cost-based. Staff Ex. 4.02 at 10-11. Since the Commission set rates for
interconnection and collocation that were based on Section 252(d) in Dockets. 96-AB-

- 003/4, Staff concludes that those rates must be used to determine if the rates in the MFS

and CCT agreements are consistent with Section 252(d). Staff notes, however, that the
price for meet point arrangements in those agreements is consistent with Section 252(d),
since each carrier is responsible for its own cost of providing meet point interconnection.

In conclusion, Staff takes the position that while Ameritech provides
interconnection to CCT through its agreement, there is no record evidence regarding
whether the interconnection terms are consistent with the FCC requirements. Further, it

- states that the prices are not in compliance with Section 252(d), as discussed above.

Because of this, Staff recommends that the Commission find that Ameritech does not
meet the checklist requirements for interconnection

Sprint

Sprint asserts that it should be allowed to mix traffic types (i.e., local, intralLATA,
and interLATA) on a single, nonjurisdictionaltrunk group. Its witness Reeves argues that
utilization of such trunk groups is both feasible and necessary to ensure cost-effective
and efficient interconnection. Sprint contends that, by refusing to agree to such
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nonjurisdictional "supertrunks,” Ameritech is artificially inflating Sprint's costs and
hampering its ability to compete in the local market. With respect to measuring and billing
the different traffic types combined on a single trunk group, it asserts that it can provide
Ameritech and other connecting companies with accurate and auditable switch records

that have commonly been used by neighboring ILECs to determine usage for similar
billing purposes. ' '

Ameritech

With respect to Sprint's position regarding use of a single nonjurisdictional trunk
group for all traffic, Ameritech answers that the trunking options it provides are consistent
with its obligation to transmit and route exchange access traffic. It provides one-way or
two-way trunks for the purpose of integrating the end offices and/or tandem offices of
carriers for the completion of local switched and interLATA toll traffic. As part of the
options provided, Ameritech requires that CLECs use Tolt Connecting Trunks ("TCTs") to
carry interLATA toll-switched traffic. 1t maintains that, if nonjurisdictional trunks were
used, neither Ameritech nor any other carrier would be able to isolate or measure the
volume of each type of traffic that terminates over a single trunk group. This would
necessitate the use of estimated percentage factors in lieu of actual measurements to

“create a bill. Ameritech contends-that such "trust me" billing arrangements are not
' commercially reasonable or cost effective in the present market, noting that they would
* require costly changes to both Ameritech billing systems for reciprocal compensation and
its systems for billing IXC access charges. Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 9. Its trunking options, in
contrast, permit each carrier to bill the originating carrier for actual minutes of use and
actual rates at the time the call was made. Ameritech observes that the Commission
_recognized this in the MCI and Sprint arbitrations, finding that it was impossible to obtain
" accurate measurements over combined trunk groups and concluding in the Sprint
" decision that "Sprint will not be unduly impeded from competing in the local market by the

adoption of Ameritech’ proposed solution." Sprint Arbitration Decision, Docket 96-AB-008
at 6; see also MC| Arbitration Decision, Docket 96-AB-006 at 14-15.

With respect to Staff's position regarding the negotiated collocation prices
contained in the CCT-Ameritech interconnection agreement, Ameritech argues that the
prices, terms and conditions for interconnection and collocation contained in the AT&T-

* Ameritech interconnection agreement are available to CCT, MFS and TCG through the

" MFN clauses of their respective interconnection agreements, which enable those parties

" to incorporate such terms, conditions and prices at a service and element-specific level.
Moreover, Ameritech points out that a substantial amount of record evidence
demonstrates that its interconnection offering satisfies the FCC's regulations.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission finds that Ameritech provides interconnection to requesting
carriers at all points required for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange
traffic, exchange access traffic, or both, in accordance with the applicable FCC
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Regulations. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305. The Commission further finds that Ameritech has
established that, pursuant to Section 251(c)(6), it provides physical collocation on its
premises of carrier-owned equipment necessary for interconnection with its network, and
virtua! collocation where technically feasible.

The Commission further finds that the trunking options Ameritech provides are
consistent with its obligation to transmit and route exchange access traffic. Ameritech
provides one-way or two-way trunks for the purpose of integrating the end offices and/or
tandem offices of carriers for the completion of local switched and interLATA toll traffic.
As part of the options provided, Ameritech requires that CLECs use Toll Connecting
Trunks to carry interLATA toli-switched traffic. We agree with Ameritech's contention that,
if nonjurisdictional trunks were used, neither Ameritech nor any other carrier would be
able to isolate or measure the volume of each type of traffic that terminates over a single
trunk group, which would in turn necessitate the use of estimated, percentage factors in
lieu of actual measurements to create a bill. Such billing arrangements are not
commercially reasonable or cost effective in the present market, as they would require
extensive modifications to both Ameritech's billing systems for reciprocal compensation
and its systems for billing IXC access charges. Ameritech's trunking options, in contrast,
permit each carrier to bill the originating carrier for actual minutes of use and actual rates
at the time the call was made. We so found in the MCI and Sprint arbitrations, noting that
it was not possible to obtain accurate measurements over combined trunk groups and
stating in the Sprint decision that "Sprint will not be unduly impeded from competing in the
local market by the adoption of Ameritech's proposed solution." Sprint Arbitration
Decision, 96-AB-008, at 6; MC! Arbitration Decision, 96-AB-006, at 14-15. The record
evidence in this proceeding presents no reason to reach a contrary conclusion now.

Finally, the Commission disagrees with Staff on the issue of the sufficiency of
evidence in the record and that, because the collocation prices negotiated by CCT and
Ameritech are purportedly higher than those approved by the Commission in the AT&T-
Ameritech arbitration, Dockets. 96-AB-003/004, Ameritech has not complied with the
checklist requirements for interconnection. First, we find that substantial evidence in the
record addresses and supports the fact that Ameritech's interconnection offerings satisfy
the FCC's requirements. Second, as Ameritech correctly notes, the prices, terms and
conditions for interconnection and collocation approved in Dockets. 96-AB-003/004, and
contained in the AT&T/Ameritech interconnection agreement approved in Docket 96-AA-
* 001, are available to CCT, MFS and TCG through the MFN clauses in those carriers’
respective interconnection agreements with Ameritech.

Accordingly, we find that Ameritech has complied with the interconnection
requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i).

24



96-0404
H .E. PROPOSED ORDER

2. Network Elements
a. Operation Support System

Checklist item (ii) requires Ameritech to provide nondiscriminatory access to
network elements in accordance with the requirements of Sections 251(c)(3) and
252(d)(1). 47 U.S.C. §271(c)(2)(B)(ii). Under Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii), Ameritech
must provide access to unbundled network elements in accordance with Section
251(c) and the rules and regulations adopted by the FCC Order. Furthermore,

Ameritech must meet any additional requirements established by the Commission
based on Section 251(c) or the FCC Order.

In its Order, the FCC has established, at a minimum, the network elements that
must be made available by an incumbent LEC. These elements are as follows:

(a) Local loop;

(b) Network Interface Device;

(c) Switching Capability including:

(1) Local Switching; and
(2) Tandem Switching Capability;
(d) Interoffice Transmission Facilities;
(e) Signaling Networks and Call-Related Databases including:
(1) Signaling Networks (signaling links and signaling transfer points)
and
(2) Call-Related Databases (used in signaling networks for billing
and collection or the transmission, routing, or other provision of a
telecommunications service (e.g., LIDB, 800, etc.) and;
* (3) Service Management Systems;

(f) Operations Support Systems Functions ("OSS") (pre-ordering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions supported by an
incumbent LEC's databases and information by no later than January 1, 1997),
and

(g) Operator Services and Directory Assistance. 47 CFR Section 51.319. All of
these items except Network Interface Devices, Tandem Switching Capability,
and OSS Functions are listed as separate checklist items in Section

271(c)(2)(B), in addition to the general network element item in Section
271(c)X2)(B)ii).

In this section, we address Ameritech's provision of nondiscriminatory access to
0SS, network interface devices, and dark fiber. Ameritech's provision of

nondiscriminatory access to other unbundled network elements is addressed elsewhere
- in this Order.
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Most of the supplemental proceeding, phase iI, dealt with the OSS issue.
meritech states that there are two k lements for f rmining whether it
m its OSS obligations. The first element, which it calls “operational readiness.” is that

the interfaces must be operational in the marketplace and/or have undergone sufficient
testing to ensure that they will provide competitors with the requisite OSS-related

capabilities. _Ameritech call the second element "capacity readiness.” which refers to
ufficient capaci ing built into the interfa r the interfaces must xpandable on

a timely enough basis to respond to marketplace demand. Ameritech contends that its

i OSS interfaces meet these standards.

__Ameritech argues against lication of Staff's pr three-part test for OSS
compliance. It asserts that Staffs proposed test reflects and implements its broader
policy/legal view that all checklist items actually must be furnished to competing carriers
on_a commercial basis. Thus, the grounds on which Ameritech es Staff's broader

ition are applicable in the OSS context as well. In addition, Ameritech arques that

- Staffs three-part test constitutes an illegitimate expansion of the controlling FCC
. requirement that OSS interfaces be provided "upon r t." (citing First Report and

Order ._Moreover, Ameritech arques._ Staff's pro t lacks well—defined
standards against which its efforts to comply could be measured: in particular, Staff offers
no clear guidance for determining the point at which "each carrier” has been afforded a

"reasonable opportunity”to design. implement and test the interfaces. and is "successfully
utilizing" the interfaces on a "commercial scale.”

Finally, Ameritech ar that Staff's test i r li li use: (1) the

. requir nt that "each carrier” iven the same "reasonabl nity" in the OSS
. context clashes with Staff's willingness to accept a "mix and match" approach in_other
reas; (2) thi requirement will rantee Ameritech's competi head-start in

the "one- hopping”_m lace; and taff roach_renders Ameritech's
checklist compliance completely dependent on the actions and good faith of its

competitors -- even though Staff recognizes that carriers might not interface successfully
with Ameritech's OSS for reasons wholly unrelated to its actions.

With respect to the operational readiness of the pre-ordering interface, Ameritech
states that USN Communications, Inc. ("USN") has tested and currently is using the pre-
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ordering interface. Since January 1, 1997, a total of 7685 transactions have successfull
traversed this interface, 1677 in January, 2053 in February, and 3955 in March.

With respect to the EDI ordering and provisioning interface, Ameritech states that
the following carriers have tested and currently are using the EDI ordering and
provisioning interface: AT&T, MCI Metro, Network Recovery Servi "NRS") and USN.
Another carrier, The Millenium Group, also is using the interface. Ameritech states that
these carriers ing the ordering, firm order confirmation ("FOC") and order
completion functionalities. During the period from January 1, 1997 through March 31,
1997, a total of 3838 resale orders w received electronically over the interface. Of these,
Ameritech states that 3179, or 82.8%. were processed successfully and of these, 1946
orders were processed successfully without manual intervention. The other 1233 orders

were successfully processed with manual intervention. Ameritech acknowleges that the
remaining 659 orders were rejected.

With re he ASR ordering and provisioning interf Ameritech states that
the following carriers have tested and are using the ASR interface to order unbundled
loops and end office integration ("EOI"): Brooks Fiber, CCT, MFS and TCG. An additional
. carrier, ICG, has tested and is using the ASR interface just for ordering EOIl. Ameritech
maintains that between January 1, and March 28, 1997, 7539 orders for unbundled ioops
were received and processed successfully. Ameritech further states that orders for EOI
also were received and processed successfully.

Ameritech states that the maintenance and repair electronic interfaces are not in
~ use by any local exchange carriers, because none has requested to use it. However,
Ameritech witness Rogers explained that this interface is the same one that has been in
. use for two years by IXCs in connection with access service. Ameritech also notes that
" this interface alee is currently in use by an Ameritech affiliate, Ameritech Pay Phone
Services ("APS"). With respect to APS, Ameritech states that between January 1, and
March 30, 1997, 10,366 trouble reports were received successfully.

With respect to the electronic interfaces for billing, Ameritech explains that
between January 1, and March 26, 1997, approximately 27 million records were

ransmi via th R dail age interface. Ameritech es that th rriers usin
- this_interf: . AT&T oks Fiber, CB T, CimcoComm t-to-Coast, ICG
- LCI, MCI and MFS. The Millenium Group., NRS, OneStop. UnitedComm, USN, and
WinStar. illing_interface ha n _used in _the sa riod for 34
transmissions. which occur on a monthly basis, by the same carriers except for Brooks

and CCT. The CABS billing interface currently is in use by Brooks Fiber CCT and MFS.

Ameritech further states a team of outside systems experts conducted a
comprehensive review of the internal testing, carrier-to-carrier testing and actual use of

the interfaces, and concluded that they are operationally ready. Ameritech states that the
same conclusion is was reached by carriers who actually use the interfaces.
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Ameritech_take tion to Staffs position against the reliance on_internal
testing of interfaces. Ameritech maintains that- where no carrier has requested to use or
test an interface, ‘internal testing of the interface is the most effective option.. Moreover,
Ameritech states that where the interface already has been proven to work, internal
testing is an appropriate means of confirming that a new transaction will traverse it.

Ameritech also states that it is providing requesting carriers with comprehensive
ordering guides for unbundled network elements ("UNEs") and resold services.
Ameritech presented six binders, two comprising the Unbundlin rvice Ordering Guide
and four comprising the Resale Services Ordering Guide. Ameritech also is providin
requestin rrier wuth an_updated ver ion of its le tr m rwce rd rin Guud

tool to fgcnlutate carriers' entry into the local market.

In ition, Ameritech st hat it works directly with other carriers to assist in

lving problems that arise in_th of the interf: . Ameritech states th
information technology professionals have daily conference calls and weekly "summary”
lis with AT&T i lectronic ordering. Ameritech explains that MCI presently is
ngaged in testing t | ordering interface and Ameritech is in dail n ith MClI

regarding OSS. Similarly, Ameritech states that it has had frequent meetings with both
MFES and CCT to discuss the interfaces.

Ameritech finally states that its interfaces will enable competing local exchange
carriers to meet demand from their end users, Ameritech states that it has built
substantial spare capacity into its interfaces to meet demand.

Ameritech presented the testimony of Robert H. Meixner, a partner in the
Communications Industry Group at Andersen Consulting. He testified that their review of
the results of internal testing, carrier-to-carriertesting and actual use of Ameritech’'s OSS
interfaces leads them to believe that the interfaces are operationally ready.

Mr. Meixner testified that Arthur Andersen and Andersen Consulting (hereinafter
ﬁ Andersen ngm ) gﬂdugt_gd a thgrgggh rgxgy of !15 mggrfggg §Q§§ g; QQ§ and

has al m hat it works e nwl improv r flow with th Cs
which have gxpgrignced rejected orders __He stated that, with the passage of time, the
number of interfaces which have been the subject of carrier-to-carrier testing and the
number of CLECs which have participated in such tests haves increased and more of the
interfaces are now in commercial use. Mr. Meixner also testified that the Andersen team

reviewed the capacity of Ameritech lllinois' OSS interfa nd confirmed their abili
to handle expected demand from the CLECs.
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Ameritech also had Rachel Foerster, an ex n EDI matters, review its EDI
interface specifications. She testified that its interface specifications fully comply with

national EDI standards and provide CLECs with the information they need.

Staff continues to believe that Ameritech has not yet demonstrated the operational
readiness of its QSS or that its OSS can be used in a commercially feasible manner.
Staff is critical of the rational status of its OSS interfaces. ff di Ameritech's
claim that the only interface which has not been subiect to carrier-to-carrier testing is
repair and maintenance. Staff also disputes Ameritech's claim that the only interfaces
that are not in use by CLECs are telephone number selection, due date selection, and
unbundied network element repair and maintenance.

Staff states that OSS ordering is being used only for end office integration and
unbundled loops, not all network elements. In addition it arques that carrier-to-carrier
testing has been performed for OSS ordering only for line ports and service provider
number portability. Staff also criticizes the fact that unbundied loop orders utilize the
Access Service Request (“ASR") interface, which requires manual intervention for
unbundied loop orders. ff notes that Ameritech lllinois is requirin th the ASR and

" Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI") interfaces for ordering unbundled elements. making it
necessary to use more than one interface for ordering individual network components.

Regarding the repair and maintenance interface, Staff does not concur that APS

should be considered a "CLEC" for purposes of checklist compliance. As pointed out in
the Staff's Supplemental Initial Brief, it does not believe th I n_ams-length
" relationship in the development of the repair and maintenance interface used by APS.

- Staff notes further that Ameritech Ex. 11.0, Schedule 3 shows that APS has used only

one of the four repair and maintenance OSS functions that Ameritech claims to offer.

Finally, regarding billin taff refers to Ameritech-Ex. 11.0. Schedule 3, which
reports no_carrier-to-carrier testing and limited actual use. _Staff considers the lack of

testing and use a significant issue because of Ameritech’s admission that there is a
potential for double billing right now. See Tr. at 1895. Staff disagrees with Ameritech
that the marketplace impact on the IXCs has been minimal. It does not believe that

: elieves that th e

double billing i

_ a_ minor problem. and believes that the potential for marketplace damac
. to potential competitors is very real.- ff takes th ition that, although the dollar
' amounts at issue are small, the perception by potential customers that they may be
subjected to similar errors could be a major impediment to CLECs attractin itional
customers.

taff further notes that for the time peri an through rch 1997
roximately 50% of the orders received electronically were pr electronically as
lanned. The other 50% of the electronic orders were either pla manually or were
rejected. Staff does not believe this level of performance leads to a conclusion that
Ameritech's OSS can be considered "operationally ready.”




96-0404
H .E. PROPOSED ORDER

AT&T argues that the additional evidence adduced in the record during the
lemental phase of this proceeding has served only to undermine Ameritech's
assurancesth t these ms ar tely test rationally ready and adequate
to support the demands of nggg, It contends thgt, as of the January hearings in this
docket, Ameritech proclaim then) new O [ i ly on internal
testing. According to AT&T, gy_fg conclusions can bg d ggn from the additional evidence:
1 Am ritech’ nua tions f ration in hav n_entirel
|tda rmaur nfound nd2 lthuh meri hi inning to

resale orders), its OSS continues to be pl d by a vari f significan rational
problems. AT&T argues that this documentary record, along with the admissions of its

“witnesses on the stand, systematically undercuts Ameritech's reassurances that its OSS
re adequate.

AT&T also criticizes the Andersen Team's review of AT&T states that the
Andersen team reviewed only the 0SS mtgrfgggg; gmgg! ves, not the interaction of those
systems with Ameritech’ nstream " tem r_the legac tems
themselveg and, therefore, they ignored problems such as double billing, late order
confirmation, and others that have arisen in Ameritech's systems and that directly and
substantially affect Ameritech's order processing.

AT&T states that it now h uired ex ith Ameritech’ S orderin
and provisioning interface. It contends th heat | performance data for this interface
during the first quarter of 1997 amp! monstrates that Ameritech is n le to

ort_ competitive market entry in table, reliable and nondiscriminatory manner.
Through Mr. Connolly, AT&T presented a detailed discussion of Ameritech's OSS actual

erformance. ecifically, Mr. Connolly noted that between January 1 April 4, 1997

.AT&T submitted 1,444 customer orders to Ameritech. He contended that the vast

majority of those orders were "assume as specified" orders, or orders which involve only
the simple migration of residential customers from Ameritech to AT&T. He testified that

“despite_the simplicity of the orders, AT&T's order nsistently wer jected to
unreasonably high rejection rates, unjustified delays in processing, and unacceptable
levels of manual intervention.

Mr nolly further ifi htmr oin n_j if Ameritech

" this i " " ha Ameri h is ing is one that Ameritech has
to the order not the d uested L . Of the 211 ord bmitted b

AT&T during the week of rh Ameritech modifi he r ate for
approximately 44% of th mers. rdingly, he emphasized that when Ameritech's
erformance for that same week i inst the AT&T requested due date

Ameritech completed over 40% of AT&T's orders late.

Mr. Connolly further testified that as order volumes grow, Ameritech is increasingly
unable to process orders in a timely manner. During the last two weeks of April, the
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volume of orders AT&T submitted to Ameritech increased substantially. See AT&T Cross
Ex. 19. He emphasized that as AT&T's order volumes ramped up. Ameritech's
performance deteriorated despite the fact that the total volume of orders submitted was
well within'Ameritech's well publicized capacity claim of 250,000 orders a month, or in

excess of 10,000 per day. Tr. 1947 1950. He stated that the performance deterioration
can be seen m ramatically in the growing number of "backlogged" 855s, a system-

generated acknowledgment transaction that should be sent "within minutes" of receipt of
an order into Ameritech systems. See Tr. 1946. As an example, Mr. Connolly refers to
the 899 orders inserted on Aprit 25, 1997. Of these orders. 309 had not yet been
acknowledged by receipt of an 855 four days later. See AT&T Cross Exs. 13 and 36.

AT&T contends that these orders are backiogged because of manual intervention.
See Tr. 1951. It contends that the amount of manual intervention -- particularly at the
levels utnllzed by Ame[vtggh -- §§U§3§ delays in Qrog§§§ ng. AT&T _c_:gntgndg thgg the dat

onclusuvglx dg mgngtrgted gy Ameritech'g own mtgrna! 7. ngmgts of §§ 5 resgonse t'mg

See AT&T Cross Ex. 20. |t cites the 855 response time data reported by Ameritech for
the week ending April 25:

- 855 Response Time by % of Orders -

Within 24 hours Over 24 hours

Completed automatically: 96.5% 34%
- Completed manually: 45.0 550
. Rejected automatically: 1000 0.0
. Rejected manually: 6.3 938

AT&T Cross Ex. 20, p.1.

ATA&T argues that the amount of manual intervention introduces the potential for
additional processing errors. It contends that Ameritech service representatives can make
errors that cause orders to be rejected or mishandied. See AT&T Cross Ex. 32

iscussing order pr ing problems raised by AT&T which Ameritech con were

* caused by "service representative error’). AT&T aiso cites the cross-examination of

" Ameritech's own EDI expert, Ms, Foerster, where she stated that removing manual tasks
and activities will increase the accuracy and efficiency of the processing flow. Tr. 1650.

AT&T arques that manual processin nnot_simp! —_dismi as_an

appropriate "internal iness strateqy,” as Ameritech char. rizes it. AT&T contends
that the high percentage of orders subject to manual intervention must be considered
when assessing OSS availability.

AT&T also complained of the "late 865" problem. An 865 acknowledgment is sent
to CLECs by Ameritech when a CLEC order is completed. AT&T explaine that, upon
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receipt of an 865 n now! he_newly- ir mer, send the
ustomer necess ccount information mpt t Il the custom itional services
and begin billing the customer for local usage. In prioritizing this problem, Ameritech
cateqorized it as "priority 3"-- meaning that resolution of the problem could wait until the
next release of the lication. AT&T f r_stated tha rly March, AT&T was
receiving | s for roximately 80% of the orders it submitted. AT&T asserteds

that, although Ameritech states that the problem has been resolved, no performance data
supports that conclusion.

in AT&T's opinion, AT&T also states that the Andersen review was simply too
narrow_in (0) informati nd too shallow in_execution to be credible.
Accordingly, the conclusions reach Anderse m are of tionable validi
and are of no real usefuiness to the Commission.

ATS&T asserted that the scope of the review was very narrow.-_ AT&T noted that

the Andersen team spent approximately 3,500 labor hours evaluyating only the
rform f the Ameri interf: -- or th r through which CLEC orders must
ass on their way to being processed by Ameritech's underlyin family of ms.

. AT&T stated that the Andersen team failed to logk at any of the "downstream" processing
tems used to tr. r lete or restore faile ice, track omer usage or
generate billing. Furthermore, AT&T was critical of the fact that the Andersen team did
n ncern itself with actual performan relatin nce, the late
5 problem; the mountin er backlog issues; or myri f other performance

issues raised by AT&T and other CLECs. See Tr. 1800-01. 1805-10. AT&T complained

that the Andersen team neither asked for, received, nor reviewed any data relating to the
multiple system problems that Ameritech was and is currently experiencing. AT&T also

notes that no CLECs were contacted or interviewed (Tr. 1782), and no effort was made to

- determine whether any CLECs had problems in accessing Ameritech's systems. Tr. 1784.
MCI raised similar questions about Ameritech’s OSS.~_In addition, it expressed
concern over what it cali ritech’s fragment m. MCI teds that
L re forced to use different interfaces for di nt pi f what should be a
single transaction. In particular, it complaineds that separating the ordering process for
| nd unbundied local switching o en two separate and distinct ordering systems
. (EDI for switching and ASR for loops) forces CLECs to duplicate time and effort to order
D & a SiNg i ide basic

lephon Vi ingl r._Moreover, whil itech's ASR interface is
vailable for CLECs to order loops. C mus mit or for service disconnect and

for interim local number portability ("ILNP") -- both of which are usually required in any
order for unbundied loops -- by fax.

Accordingly, MC!| contends that due to the fragmented nature of Ameritech's OSS

fficie ains from automated interf: re lost. It states that it would realize
_little_benefit, for example, using the ASR automated interf rder loops because

virtually every loop order requires manual processing for service disconnect and ILNP.
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MCI notes that it, like any CLEC, requires an automated solution that accommodates all

discrete pieces that are involved in the provision of service via unbundled elements
because the whole transaction is only as efficient as its weakest part .-

MCI maintains that these problems are not insoluble. Industry forums have

defined an EDI interface that accommodates (among other things) the ability to order

unbundled loops, switches, service disconnect and ILNP together. It states that, this is the
industry standard solution. It complains that Ameritech does not anticipate making
available an EDI interface for unbundied network elements within the next six months,
even in the best of circumstances. Phase |l Tr. at 2020-21, 25. MCI states that until the
EDI interface for unbundled elements is available in Winois, CLECs will continue to be
forced to fragment their OSS activities between_disparate automated and manual

processes and, as in the case of unbundled loops, often lose the efficiency gains of
automation.

MCI also cited the percentage of manual processing as a significant problem. MCI

maintains that significant manual intervention is not workable in a mass market

Every manual intervention causes delay, sometimes tantial. _and creates
significant risk of error. By relying on manual injgrventign,_ Ameritech can hold its
competitors hostage to its own response time, hours of operation, and ability (or

incentive) to provide accurate information. Also, manual arrangements increase
CLEC costs.

MCI Ex. 5 (Miller) at 8.

-

MCI! argues that, so long as Ameritech's OSS systems involve Ameritech's manual
rocessing of CLEC orders and requests, CLECs will be at a significant and real
disadvantage in competing against Ameritech since Ameritech will control the timeliness
and accuracy of provisioning. It further contends that, because of the high degree of
manual processing common to Ameritech's OSS, the unities for Ameritech's loyal
employees to discriminate against CLECs are far too overwhelming to ignore.

MCI| also cites a roblem Ameritech's disparat ili due dates
en wh le and retail accounts. |d. at 7. MCI states that Ameritech i rformin
much better on meetin e dates at the retail level than at the wh le level. Citing

Staff Ex. 5.03 at 7-8 (Testimony of Sam McClerran).

MCI emphasizes that pre-ordering is a crucial OSS function for CLECs because
the end-user customer is online. Pre-ordering represents the CLECs' first live contact via
phone with the end-user customer and allows the CLEC to gather sufficient information
for the customer to place an order. Pre-ordering is a crucial communication because any
CLEC failures at this stage could result in permanently losing the customer. MCI states
that pre-ordering subfunctions, such as telephone number selection and due date
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notification, specifically contemplate the customer being on the phone. It contends that
Ameritech h t ke available or provide any autom re-ordering interface for

ECs utilizing unbundied n rk elements. Ameritech's ED| interface which provides
automated pre-ordering functionality is n t available for unbundi ork elements.
Thus, MCI tes that for ndled el n h loo ECs must obtain
telephone number reservation and due date verification via fax or other manual
processes. Cs. therefi re_unable to provide real time pre-ordering interaction
with their customers via phone for unbundied elements. MCI notes that when Ameritech

ts the EDI Version 7 interface, pre-ordering will ilable for unbundled network
elements.
MCI also h merit |_ordering an igioni tems for

esellgr§, while morg functvgngl than thg §R mterfg_c_g fgr gnpgnglg glgmgntg, continues

fact that " billng” (which changes the biliin of nt and makes the

end-user gccggnt mgng;g!g to the retail side of Amgngggh) hgg ngt yet m completed
ygoeggfully sl r a 5- rn is that

This obviously represents a "significant desi nﬂ w" in_Amerit m. M | Ex. 5
(Miller) at 6. While it acknowledges that Ameritech may be gakmg steps to deal with the

roblem | st h it_is_im ible at thi rl int_ to kn hether the
Company's proposed steps will be successful.

other significant problems with respect to Ameritech's pr gggg;ing or provisioning of resale
rs. F xampl n_a number Qf “m g_a_ngn" Q gggg, mg gggh gngxplamab y
artai 1 res on B Q S 2 S B

m “ rio 'l . | an th h rr r rem I |fﬁ tr ck and

which the interf i n rint states that Ameritech can no{—_unilaterally
deslare that its ingrfgggs are Qgrgtionglly ready.

rint arques that an effective electronic interf which provides timely access to
Customer Service information is crucial to any CLEC attempting to enter the local market
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via the resale of the ILEC's services. Sprint states that Ameritech admitted that there has
been neither actual use nor carrier-to-carrier testing for the due date negotiation function
of the pre-order interface. Tr. 1855. In addition. Sprint notes that there has been no
actual use of the telephone number selection function of the pre-order interface and the
interface has being tested by only one compan N. which does not require access to
this function while th stomer is on_the line. rint argues that USN is not usin
Ameritech's pre-order interface for any of the other business functions, such as telephone
number selection and due date selection, that Ameritech claims can be supported in a
real-time, high volume operational environment. Conversely. Sprint argues that itself and
competitors such as AT&T, or MCI would require immediate access to this information as
they interact on-line with end users requesting local service. Sprint states that this type
of interaction requires an average response time of six (6) seconds or less.

TCQ wntng§s Pgllgtxgr gg;g ified thgt TQG has been able to use Amentech

rdgr unbundled Ioogs He a _gggﬂg g& gg cannot use an electronic interface for
maintenance and repair. T sing an Ameritech provided 800 number to be used to
_report trouble for DSIs and D ircuits. His experience using the 800 number provided
by Ameritech to report trouble is that a response can take up to a half an hour. He
complained that TCG has requested from Ameritech an electronic interface for
~maintenance and repair and Ameritech has informed T hat the electronic interface for
-maintenance and repair would support only unbundied network elements, and it would
not support access servi uch DSQ, DSI and DS3 circuits. He explained that TCG has
not requested the electronic interface for maintenance and repair due to these

- unacceptable limitations.

: Ameritech replies that the positions taken by its competitors are predictable. |t
states that the diametrically opposed requiatory positions of the parties directly reflect
their diametrically opposed business_interests. For this reason, in_evaluating OSS
operational readiness, Ameritech cautions against attaching too much significance to the
litany of complaints raised by the IXCs._ It asserts that, with checklist compliance at stake,
fault-finding has become an end in itself. However, Ameritech maintains that the IXCs’
marketing con lis an entirely different story. it n that AT&T, for example, simpl
would not have entered the local lllinois marketplace unless it was obtaining the

- capabilities it needs from Ameritech's OSS systems.

Ameritech characterizes the IXCs' OSS complaints as the “nit-picking” of * every
conceivable flaw in Ameritech lllinois’ systems.” It arques that the [XCs ign ore all of the
progress which has been made to date; the procedures which it has put into place to
identify and resolve systems issues on an ongoing basis; and the role which the IXCs'
own decisions has played as to when and how ss th stems. Ameritech
readily concedes that there have been minor problems and “bugs.” as wouid be expected
in_ any major information systems, whether new or existing. Ameritech contends that an
problems that were service affecting have been identified and resolved. Ameritech insists
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